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When the Californ Act was 
passed by the State slature 1970 there was l 
controversy regarding the intent of the Act. Few 
against the goal of preserving and enhanc the 
ment and preventing environmental few 
would argue against this goal five years after s 
enactment and three years after the of Hammoth 
Decision, there is increasing concern whether the Act's 
goal is being achieved as well as increas 
how CEQA is being implemented. 
c ism of 
This report summarizes the results of a project that 
was 1n ated in late 1974 to evaluate how agenc s, 
ly cities and counties, have The 
purpose of the ect has been to develop 
tion regarding the implementation of CEQA and to make general 
recommendations for legislative and admini 
to improve the implementation of CEQA at the local 
level. 
A. BACKGROUND OF THE PROJECT 
The CEQA Evaluation Project was undertaken 
s 
September of 1974. It has been supervised by the Honorable 
John T. Knox, author of the California Environmental Quality 
Act of 1970 and Chairman of the Assembly Committee on Local 
Government. The study has been conducted to a 
l 
between the As Rules Committee and Environmental 
s tems, of San 
Two part ipated in the study. 
of sentatives of conser-
ist s, the building and development in-
State agencies and offices, provided 
and insight from the point of view 
o groups s strongly identified with the CEQA 
ss. A Committee made up of the environmental 
or directors of two cities and two counties 
assisted developing the project.* Although the Steering 
and Techn s participated the conduct of the 
, the recommendations are not to be inter-
of the viewpoints indivi-
dual or 
Dr. K. Mason of General Analysis Incorpora-
ted and Donald G. Malcolm, Dean of the School of Business 
, Cali State University-Los Angeles served 
al consultants 
ttee ;;ere as follows: Louise Renne and Larry King representing 
McDonald and Larry Asara representing the late Assemblyman 
Julie Castelli reprc;senting Assemblyman Knox, Donald Benedict 
t's Office, F0~d Styles representing the Assembly Office of 
representing t~e Resources Agency, Fred Silva and Bob Remen 
Office and Research, Jim Reed and Bill Press reoresentina the 
Conservation League, Ted Trzyna representing the Sierra Club, a~d Richard Chenoweth 
Treadaway representing the building .industry. The members of the Technical Co~mittee 
Director of Enviro~~ental Quality, City of San Diego, Jack Green, Director of 
Environ:nental of Los 1-.ngeles, M. Jar:-,es Lawson, Director of Planning, County of 
and Coordinator, County of Santa Barbara. 
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l reason for the 
formation 
s are be 





of the Act lf and of the sses that have been 
to 
There is another, related, reason the project 
made 
was undertaken at this time. demonstrates that 
a new governmental process tends to become lized 
within the rst several years after its establishment. 
Constituencies deve and become more concerned the 
form of a process rather than its substance. Def 
such processes are more easily corrected 
f before become a r i 
new 
In add , whenever a new inst 
can 
proce 
is a controvers l one, as undeniably is, some 
ism on a l about the their 
overall of the process---and the 
thus becomes overstated and overgeneralized. 
factual imformat , rather than l 






C. SCOPE OF THE PROJECT 
The Project had a number of objec-




o To and analyze factual information 
on how CEQA is being implemented at the city 
and county level. 
o To make findings and reach conclusions as to 
ways CEQA has been effective or ineffective 
achieving its goal, the protection and en-
of environment. 
o To make recommendations to the Legislature 
s the effectiveness of CEQA by 





s of the project were to 
information on the cost of CEQA as well 
on a number collateral issues 
the Act and its implementation. 
These objectives were defined at the start of the 
As Knox recognized that little 
formation was available to the Legislature on how 
CEQA was being implemented. The decision to place the project 
emphas c and county implementation was based upon 
4 
• 
an in ial hypothesis that the of projects 
affected by CEQA were di and 
approved by cities and counties. 
determined that 90% of all projects 
being processed by cities and counties. 
ect to EIRs 
The implementation of CEQA s s and 
State agenc s was not studied in depth as a result of the 
emphasis upon city and county activity. The reason 
special district implementation was not ied 1 
is that there is not a substantial difference between 
works projects carried out by cities and 
carried out by many special districts. Thus, 
s and those 
cone 
about city and county ic works projects ~ere j 
to be generally applicable to districts. 
State projects were not studied due to the 
nature which results from their scale, the range of s 
that cause and their growth-indue nature. Another 
reason why State projects were not stud is 
State Office of Planning and Research is 




presently scheduled to be completed January of 1976. 
The scope of the project was further def the 
need to develop useful information regarding CEQA as well 



















's ef on 
outset. Such an 
de of "the 
a measuring 
fore CEQA 
is not possible 
alternat approach 
was to establish some measures of 
ss are to the apparent hypotheses 
the Act se measures of effect ss, or 
measures", to the hypothesis that environmental 
and environmental degredation will be 
ta 
1 
result the temat identification 
the project 
s 
s wel as j 
s of proposed 





The findings and 
are based upon 
s reached by 
sultant team. The judgments were directed to cer-




increased public awareness of environmental issues 
development of new s for the and ement 
of the environment, and the ef s of s to propose 
environmentally sens ects. 
The project not address a number of other 
tangibles such as public attitudes toward and 
plementation. Nor did the project attempt to gauge 
in public attitudes toward 
CEQA. 
D. METHODOLOGY 
environment as the re 
The information needed to achieve the purpose and 
the objectives of the project was obtained from two 
of 
pal sources---the California and the 
records of the State Clearinghouse. The 
cation prepared by the State Resources 
a listing of all draft environmental impact 
by local agenc s in accordance CEQA. 
The State Clearinghouse accumulates 
projects where there is federal funding 




pact report has been prepared and on local projects where 
a State Agency has review responsibility for negat 







purpose of the review was to provide about s 
of environmental impacts being i 
cities and counties, the degree to such were 
being mitigated, nature of f 
decision on the proposed action re 
sere 
to s of 
environmental impacts 
and related issues. A 
, the nature of 
son 
indicated that the sample was useful and repre 
Additional information was obtained from 
and discussions with elected ic s, agency staff and 
private applicants in over 50 agencies. 
E. OVERALL ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT 
The project is organized volumes 
Volume I is a summary of the ect the 
findings, conclusions and recommendations. 
S 1 
Volume II contains all in obtained from the 
survey of 185 EIRs in 23 j sd ions. 
Volume III presents an 
associated with the implementat 
is of costs and delays 
s 
of cost that are analyzed include document preparat , review 
and the overall administration of the environmental 
process, delay, uncertainty and mitigation. The issue of 




and the make sary sorts 
s 
The present zed s 
of CEQA upon these processes are 











fac f se 
st s is an under-
f local ses before 
and after CEQA went into effect and to establish measures 
that be used findings and reaching conclusions 
regarding CEQA's effectiveness. 
A. LOCAL GOVERNMENT ENHANCEMENT AND PROTECTION OF 
ENVIRONMENT BEFORE CEQA 
In general, local government has used three basic 
mechanisms or processes to protect and enhance the 
environment. 
o The formulation of plans and policies1 which 
influenced or guided decisions on proposed 
actions. Plans or policies could be formal or 
informal in nature. Examples of formal plans 
and policies include general plans and the vari-
ous general plan elements as well as community 
or area plans. Informal policies treat such 
issues as rates of growth, agricultural land 
conversion, types of industrial growth and so 
forth. 
o Regulatory programsJsuch as zoning and sub-
division ordinances, special ordinances related 
to the preservation of scenic or historic 
sites, regulations related to reducing air and 














posed projects pr 
could modify a 
was to pe modification of pro-
to A pro applicant 




issues that had been disclosed as a result 
ect review; he could also modify a project 
to avoid project delay or denial. 
Public ipation has also occurred as part of 
local government environmental protection processes prior to 
CEQA's enactment and implementation. In addition to allowing 
the public an opportunity to express itself on general values 
and matters of spec concern, public participation 
potentially served two other purposes. It could bring to 
light impacts that had been overlooked in the analysis of 
proposed actions or it could point out mistakes in the 
analys Public participation also lead to increased 
public awareness of bas environmental problems and the 
economic social tradeoffs involved in their solution; 
this could, ln turn, lead to changes 
and regulatory programs. 
plans, policies, 
Publ participation prior to CEQA, however, was 
irregular and limited. There were a number of reasons for 
this. In the st instance staff is documents were 
generally not available in advance of the decision-making 






















actions. Following an initial review of potential environ-
mental s, agencies were then required to determine the 
environmental significance of the proposed action. This 
determination was required to be documented in the form of 
a negative declaration or a determination of environmental 
significance. If the proposed action was determined to be 
environmentally significant, a draft environmental impact 
report was re~uired to be prepared. The EIR was to describe 
the proposed action, the potential environmental impacts 
that might result if the action took place, and measures 
to mitigate the environmental impacts. The draft EIR was 
then required to be reviewed by the reviewing agency staff 
and made available for public review and comment prior to 
consideration of the proposed action at the decision-making 
level. 
During staff review and the public of the 
proposed action and the draft EIR, additional impacts could 
be identified and further means to mitigate adverse environ-
mental impacts could be developed. During review, the project 
applicant had the opportunity to modify the proposed action 
to mitigate adverse environmental impacts pr 
making action. 
to decision-
Following review of the EIR, decision-making bodies 


















Formalized public participation was also designed 
a means of mainta integrity of 1 
teet processes and ensuring compliance 
obj is achieved by providing recourse to the courts 
the public to challenge the adequacy of environmental 
documents and the failure of agencies to comply with the 
as 
s 
procedural requirements set down by CEQA and the ementation 
1 s. 
The review requirements of CEQA have also mandated 
increased communication and coordination between governmental 
agencies. Although these opportunities may have existed 
previously, CEQA has required that interested and affected 
agencies be provided with the opportunity to comment during 
the review period prior to a final decision on the proposed 
action. 
C. MEASURES OF EFFECTIVENESS 
The preceding discussion of existing local govern-
mental mechanisms for the protection and enhancement of the 
environment and the requirements imposed on these processes 
by CEQA indicates that there are two general ways ln ch 
CEQA might be expected to have affected these sses. 
o By bringing about changes in plans, policies 
and rc~_g_ulatory programs. This can happen in 
either of two ways. First as the result of 





Second a ec 
The 0 












o By increasing the extent to which adverse impacts 
are identi 
project basis. Project-by-project of 
projects of a similar nature might be extected to 
result in the identification of the unique aspects 
or characteristics of individual projects. 
Specif measures to mitigate such adverse 
environmental impacts might then be developed 
and applied. In addition, the systematic identi-
fication and analysis of the environmental 
characteristics might be expected to ensure that 
all adverse environmental impacts are evaluated 
on an individual rather than a general basis. 
There are also two ways in wh CEQA has the potential 
to produce better projects. F st, improved general awareness 
resulting from knowledge of env l impacts raised and 
discussed in relation to earlier projects as well as sed 
knowledge of how to mitigate such impacts might be expected 
to improve the design quality of future jects. Second, 
knowledge of environmental impacts that have resulted 
project delay or denial might also be expected to influence 
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more detailed manner the 
a t local 
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be made a 
1? Are decision-
e requiring 
tigat of adverse s? Are is 
mak bod s jects when there are 
no measures to adverse s? 
4. As a result of out 
the of 1 projects, are dec is 
mak s new 1 s and 
grams to better the 
5. Are the adverse 1 impacts of plans, 
pol s and ord be f and 
as the result of environmental review? 
6. To what extent are ic and pr applicants 
propos more sound projects 
because ews of earl ects have sed 
their f and sens adverse 
impacts and of s such s? 
To extent is the il of sed 
delay or project den l result from formal 
s appl detect 
of adverse s? 
If 
protection processes is as an end then the 
1 degree to or il 
may a so be as another measure of the part 
ef ct ss of On the other hand, 1 ion 
may be viewed s as a sm for ensur that the above 
22 
are achieved. In s sense, the degree of 
not, strictly speaking, a measurement of 
e The ect d on 
, and ludes 
finitive conclusions on the measures of 
e s listed above is a formidable task and is ibited 
In order to judge the effectiveness 
would be necessary to know the extent to which changes 
in the phenomena described above have resulted from CEQA 
rather than other factors such as changing economic conditions, 
changes in consumer attitudes, and changes in public attitudes 
toward environmental protection that have taken place inde-
pendent of CEQA. Experiments or studies to fully explore 
these phenomena would be extremely expens and f t, 
if not impossible, to conduct. It was possible, however, 
to conduct a number of studies as a part of the project which 
provided information related to the measures of effectiveness 
described previously. This information provides the basis 
for s and drawing conclusions about extent 
to effectiveness criteria are being met, thereby 
judgments to be made about the effectiveness of 
The findings in Chapter III were based on review 
of EIRs prepared in 23 local jurisdictions were selected 
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1. 
of individual 
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of 
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B. DIFFICULTIES IN ANALYSIS 
The 














ment of The findings a so two issues 
relate to increased e and 

















Noise impact upon users of project 
IMPACTS WHERE EFFECTIVENESS OF MITIGATION IS CONSIDERED LOW 
ity 
Irreversible change in character of 




Adequacy of schools 
Loss of open space 
While this analysis does not 
that certain types of environmental impacts 
from environmental does c 
local s find it difficult to 
which are complex in nature, 




the e and 
conclusion that the Legislature should address is issue 
by providing assistance to local agencies in how 
such impacts should be treated. 
2. The Utility of Analysis 
In addition to the difficulties by s in 
mitigating various adverse environmental 1 
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Amortization of sunk 





*Costs in this colu,nn will be absorbed by 
the short-run but may be assumed be 
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processes at the local level 
the appropr treatment of environmental issues 
and impacts. s is also the key to reducing costs of 
these processes. The Legislature must address lf to 
s problem by local governments with more 
specific d on how environmental s are to be 
treated within framework of al 1 
mental protection processes. 




1 processes, c 




given to the extent 
overanalyzed at s 





impacts are be 
staff uncerta 
or upon sts or 
is 
F. RECOMMENDATIONS 
The s se 
the ef at the t 
of treats the feas 1 
utility of issues. A second set of 
treats relationsh of to 1 and 
ord A th ses the of • delay the final set of s sts a ser 
of steps that can be taken by agenc s to 
stration of their environmental processes. 
l. Recommendations and 
Util of 
Three steps should be taken by the Legis to 
the bas of II is". The f t 
is to that State def 
l of is for certa s 
of a reg and l nature. These are 
those h are found to be of local 
agenc s to analyze or e absence 
of such state standards. 
The second step is to c the of the 
present Implementation Guidel s so as to 
between (l) governing the for 
environmental s ficance, the content of environmental 
documents, the review other jurisd 
48 
(2) advisory re to the project scription, 
and of i 
The is to 
ment term uses of man's 
s s be discus 
such actions as rezones, tentat 
require-
and 
in EIRs on 
sion 
maps, conditional use s and specif approvals. 
Such tors cont to be in environmental 
impact reports prepared on plans, policies and ordinances. 
a. is for 
The Legislature~ by resolution~ should direct the 
State ce P ~ and Rese to un take immediately 
a p Pam le g to t vel t of 
to be used by local vernments in analyz 
impacts which aPe of a Pe onal natuPe 




o t ir 
The intent of is recommendation is to deal with the 
tendency of local governments to overanalyze impacts which are 
usually beyond the of such agencies to mitigate, on 
a project-by-project bas 
49 
It is outs of the of 
all impacts that be made 
however, it is suggested that 
considered. 
loss of native hab 
loss of land 
loss of open space 
growth inducement 
the incremental t of 
as agricultural and urban 
the incremental of 
upon regional air quality 
The recommended steps to be 
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undertake s s 
of complicated environmental systems 
as well as the to mitigate 
the impact of ects 
environmental systems. 
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of Cal 
and 
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with the re s tend to result 
in overanalys l environmental impacts. 
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ject 1 
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similar in nature to the General Plan s 
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ted plans~ policies and ordinance . 
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d to requ e local a ncies to 
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processing certi ca on of environmental cuments such 
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act qu n 
of such s h t ll 
a. at a gene es u e 
by 0 ce wi 90 8 e 
the en 7 n b d 
no more equent an once a e n 
agen es can m e su c es ar 
J, u. t agen ies es h pe 0 
r the acceptance an cess e of 
env ronmental cument b n f ed 
aec s such as g neral e em en l 
amen nt a or l pl c 
re ones_, en e map 
" 
p ch 
per 0 would i v 
perio r ne tive env l 
impact arts based he 0 
no cases should th lie review pe 
c. That agen ~ b red to he 
ta bas upon exc r: 0 l ng 
c il1:ty 0 the cy 0 meet 8 h le 
of uch co tions would ncl ni e 
~n wo ad. Extensions would ot re re oval 0 
5 
projec applican~; ver, the ag z;;ou Zd be Peq d to 
notice ~ t an xtens on was being 
a ng as to the reason r such an extension. 
rationale beh this is to 
establish, by local act , specif t periods involved 
the process of documents while al l 
in the form of d ing t periods for different types 
of projects. Another part of the rat is to contr 
to certainty in processing of various environmental 
r1ocuments. 
4. for Improvements in the 
Administration Environmental Processes 
are a number of courses of act can be 
taken local governments to administrat 
the l sses. None 
add are 
of ject in order to br these to 
attention of l agency l s bod s and s-
trat staffs. 
a. Increased as to Contents of EIRs 
environmental review programs. They should recognize 
they the responsibility for determining extent to 
which various types of projects and environmental impacts 
57 




needs related to the 
the poss l staff s 
of and dec 
bodies should become aware of the 
being on 
similar nature or 
sub amounts of 
as a result of the 
Publ agenc should create 
backlogs of publ pro ects 







It provides a means 











ag0nc s to the 
ew 
Office of P 
as to how 
s. 
Local 





s should also be sensitive to the 
ssibility of sudden changes development activity which 
may result in processing backlogs and consequent delays 
that can cause s i cost impacts. Agencies should 
develop contingency to reduce such impacts. 
c. Master EIRs and Information Management Programs 
Several agenc s recognized the inefficiencies 
caused the 
1 act 




type of ject, 
of for 





1 review have resulted from the 
on the basis of class of impact, 
project location. 
The C of San D and the County of Santa Clara 
have developed a master EIR concept which establishes a 
means of using available ion to evaluate a proposed 
action as well as a mechanism for updating and validating 




Local agencies should investigate these approaches 
and determine their applicability to their own 
review programs. In addition, the State Office of Planning 
and Research should disseminate information regarding these 
innovations to cities and counties as a part of the handbook 
discussed in the previous recommendation dealing with the 




As of an overall rev of 
cost~ and delays asso 
Act was conducted. This 
some of the issues connected 
s an 
cost and de 
presents an estiamte of the current cost of 
CEQA. 
There are several cost elements of 
review paid by the publ , the 
Four principal e s of cost are: 
o Document 
of the overall 
includes of EIRs, N.D.s, 
documents as well as tasks 
and adminis the review ss, inc 
preparation. These costs are by 
and the public on private jects 
publ projects. E 
budget or cost account 
these costs 
data. One 










s to est 
















there is a foregone 
s of 
either costs or an e stat st 
as cos as a 
project cost, and ject costs for 
to delay. For bo jec 
result in foregone net or revenues from the 
In cases where cash flows have clo 
raised bonds, or when loan 
a delay of suffic time may create the need for 
financing which, in turn, creates discrete costs 




is a Accordingly, 
of time of delay, 
factors such as re 
segments of the 
ject, and overall 
lat trends 
o Uncerta 
review causes uncerta 
To the extent that 
abil 
after the commitment of resources, a 
of return will be by 
dif , the costs of abandoned 
be recovered or somehow amortized. 








benefits assoc with projects never because 










a cost of 
unless sole purpose of environmental 





These are costs incurred by both 
developers which result from 
or operation of the project in order 





ing, and architectural 
s. 
revenues or publ 
s , dens of 
These may occur both dur the initial 
1 zat of the project or dur rev 
c. Loss of benefits from jects which were 
tigat was not feas or 
al. 
order to e net costs as soc 
one must so the 
th of s r with 
actor as improved publ ing 
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I 
of the trade-o s 
ic partie 
etc. 
A scus of 
dec is 1 
of natural re 
issues is 
this appendix and the treatment of these issues a 
basis was outside the scope of for the ject. 
Principal emphasis was placed on evaluat 
costs and delays for local jurisdictions. A 
of State agency costs was conducted in order to 
overall estimate of costs for the State as a whole. 
A. DOCUMENT PREPARATION, REVIEW AND ADMINISTRATION 
an 
An estimate for 
s was made 
cost category for local ur-
isd the cost 
per EIR" and mul 
jurisdictions. 
It is dif to 
total 
obta 
from lead agencies. In only a few j 




With few exceptions, jurisdictions do not accumulate costs 
s, 
against specific EIRs or against an "EIR nor do they 
attempt to estimate applicant costs or true ant de 
in executing the project due to CEQA. 
65 
deta ed cost 
sdiction 








, staff review 
EIRs prepared, 
$6,500 per 
EIR for local j sdictions. An allowance was 
extraordinary EIR costs and co 
multiplied by workload to obta the total st 
for local jurisdictions. 
Private costs on pr pro ects 
Public costs on private projects 
Public costs on jects 
• 
At the present time, the Cal State Off of 
Planning and Research is undertaking a detailed lS of 
CEQA costs for State agenc s. This 
available the near future. In order to a 
estimate of State agency costs a number of State agenc 
were contacted. It estimated that over 85% of State 
agency environmental documents may be attr to 
organizations and that a st 70% are Ca 
and the u.c. and State University 
Inquiries at sity of a and at State 
Universities indicate that prepa-
ration and processing costs are less than $5 0 00 
per year but probably at st $300,000. 
Inquiries at Caltrans cate recent 
tures for "environmental review and preparat of 
mental documents" are on the order of $12.5 1 
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It can be , however, much of this cost would 
be Federal requ 
Thus the cost of meeting is very 
low. Pend OPR analysis of Caltrans costs, it has been 
assumed that costs attributable to CEQA Caltrans are some-
where between $1 llion to $6 mill a f of $2 
11 been used as a tentative e In order to 
veri this estimate, a study of the ation-
between NEPA and CEQA would have to be conducted. 
For the remainder of State ing 
the State Water Resources Control Board, State Lands 
s , Parks and Recreation, etc., document preparation 
s on the order of $1.5 million, and the total document 
for 
pr 
costs for all State agencies to 





1 , there are 
e, 
These were est 
expenses assoc 
General's Off e, and 
at less than 
This total was allocated between ic and 
ects on the assumption that approximately 67% 
1 are ects. 
separate estimate was 
Federal Government from Federal act 
of the expense to the 




Summarizing, we the 
COST 
ELEMENT 
PUBLIC ON PUBLIC ON 
PUBLIC PRJ. PRIVATE PRJ 
Cities, counties 





State and certain 






As briefly discussed above, 






carrying costs, and discrete impacts such as ref 
or ect abandonment. In addition, e 






dec is may be approached fairly directly, matter of 
determining actual delay in project completion caused 
is an extremely illusive task. For example, one can 
find many examples of ects where was 
caused delay in reaching the discret s but for 
which construction was not initiated within sub 
time interval during which the applicant could have obta 
all subsequent permits. 
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Nevertheless, one may argue that any delay in 
reach the discret decision on a project may be 
assumed to be transmitted consistently to all subsequent 
s s the project up to and including project completion. 
This assumption may be val for many projects but is doubt-
ful for, say, a 1,000 unit subdivision which is planned for 
a build-out of approximately 100 units per year for 10 years 
and for which the approval of the tentative map was delayed 
four months due to CEQA. Accordingly, a complete treatment of 
the cost of delay problem must take into account the true 
sruption of cash flows and net s through completion 
of the project. Furthermore, one should really consider 
these factors over the total life of the project not just 
through project completion. This refinement is not totally 
academic when one considers the complex flow of public and 
private revenues associated with offshore oil leases, and 
certain large public works projects. 
a back 
For those entities that are funding projects from 
of ''environmentally cleared" projects, it can be 
that there are no ation, carrying or foregone 
opportunity costs associated with delay encountered before 
were the backlog. This argument is hased on 
idea that the true cause of delay in executing the project 
is lack of and as long as there is a backlog, all 
70 
• 
events preceding entry into the do not affect the 
rate of project One must also assume 
way projects are selected from the is 
of the net benefits, the cost of the projects, 
probabilities of environmental review de A 
investigation of these phenomena was the scope the 
ject. However, was assumed most local 
projects and Caltrans projects were and 
CEQA is not resulting in a delay cost at s 
Overall, a precise evaluation of the true remental 
cost of delay due to CEQA is a formidable However, for 
purposes of obtaining an estimate, are a number of 
approaches that may used. One to conduct a 
detailed "cost-of-de " investigation on a of ects 
and extend the sample results to all projects. Other approac 
involve estimating average delay and convert s to dollar 
by applying estimates of average 
The approach used for purposes of 
the following form. 
costs 
s 
o Average delays the di 
decision due to preparation and process of 






o This was expressed units of "project-months" 
of delay for residential, commerc l, industrial and public 
works projects based on workload data developed during the 
project. 
o "Project-months" was converted to dollars of 
de using average project cost estimates based on actual 
current statewide construction cost estimates and by applying 
estimates of carrying cost, inflation, and foregone oppor-
tunity costs. 
o Based on a sample of projects an estimate was 
made of the degree to which project completion as opposed 
to project approval was actually delayed and used to adjust 
the above results. 
o State agency delay costs were briefly reviewed 
to provide a rough estimate pending completion of the OPR 
study. 
Average delay reaching the discretionary decision 
was est evaluating average delay in 23 jurisd tions. 
The results were 3.1 months for EIRs and approximately 1.0 
months for N.D.s. 
Carrying costs were based on a 12% opportunity or 
"interest" rate on the investment and a 3% allowance for 
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taxes, assessments, 
of 15% year 
6% rate. For 
, and rna 
costs were ba 
projects a 
the public of 12% per year was as 
Adjustments for actual 
as opposed to in the di 
on the following findings: 
half, but probably less than 75%, of the 
ject 
dec is 
for a total 
, were ba 
jects l 
directly to construction which were subject to N.D.s or 
EIRs were actually delayed because of 
(2) 
Execution of the project was 
third of the cases. 
(3) 
layed 
Delay occurred in approximately three-
( 4) 
are significant di between j 
issue as well as between types of 
from the fact that EIRs are prepared and 
different stages in the project des 
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one-







e that approximately one- of the projects for 
buildings were de and that some engineering pro-
jects were being drawn from an environmentally cleared 
backlog. 
In developing an estimate of delay costs for State 
agencies several assumptions were made. 
o Caltrans, a principal source of potential delay 
cost, currently has a backlog of environmentally cleared 
projects. Accordingly, it may be assumed that there is no 
s ificant foregone opportunity cost, carrying cost, or 
inflation impact to the public if it can be assumed that 
are no significant differences between the net public 
benefits of projects in the environmentally cleared backlog 
and those projects being delayed by environmental review 
that are entering the backlog. Moreover, the delay from 
NEPA s cause CEQA delays to have very little 
incremental effect. 
o An analysis of the near-term foregone benefits 
terms of future resource and other complex 
factors was beyond the scope of s study. It was estimated 
the current net costs terms of foregone benefits may be 
qu low if is assumed that the benefits are deferred 
rather than lost. 
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estimated at less than $10 ion at 
are estimated at less than $10 million as well 
Summarizing de 
we obtain: 































The cost of uncertainty due to CEQA is due to two 
phenomena. 
(1) Projects abandoned due to cons 
in the EIR and which would otherwise not have come to 1 
(2) Projects never initiated because of the 
lihood of project denial. 
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On the basis of the 185 EIR e it was estimated 
that 7% of pr ects are e 
for reasons. le 
or withdrawn 
are a number of both 
State and local 
because of 
projects which have been abandoned 
brought to light during either NEPA or 
CEQA reviews, not to what extent this is 
occurring throughout the State or what it is costing. No 
instances of the 
encountered in the 185 EIR 
of public projects were 
In order to obta 
of project abandonment for 
average project cost was deve 
land development and commerc 
Assuming that 
has been committed and was not 
that approximately $2 1 
D. MITIGATION 
From 185 pro ect 
of local jurisdictions. 
estimate of the costs 
projects, a weighted 
for residential housing, 
projects. 
2% of project cost 
it was estimated 
year was involved. 
was estimated that 
there were taken approximately 50% 
of the EIRs 
suggests that 
Estimated average 
of the likely cost of mitigation 
low for most private projects. 
costs due to impacts identified 
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• 
ln the EIR, which would 
mitigated lead to an 
than $2,000 per 






Mitigation costs on or works, espec 
State projects may be substantial but were not 
Here again, the incremental cost assoc 
NEPA must be considered as well as the 
could be legitimately charged with 
E. SUMMARY 
The impact of inflation is a pr 
confusion in making statements 
While de clearly affects price, 
cost of 
l source of 
the cost of 
cost t on 
the consumer or publ must take account sed 
abil to As that the consumer s 
pay will pace 
there is no cost" 
estimated overall cost of 
and 
more than $50 11 and less than $75 
is less than 0.5% of total cons 
value for the State and is 






of $2 - $3 
A 
been the 
If it is assumed 
on the order of $35 
incurred in res 
one might cone 
f some recent st in the State has 
11 
1 
of a res ial unit. 
sector is 
and 55% is 
ects see Table III.l) then 
$20 lion is incurred 
on residential projects As current construction 
of residential 
year, one obta 
This does not 
statistic is of 1 
the social-economic 
what extent any 
CEQA is be 
and, perhaps more 





to CEQA than 
deci 
bene of 
tha·t a more precise e 
in judging the cost-e 
is on the order of 125,000 units per 
fects. Clearly, this 
reacing conclusions as to 
of CEQA s it is unclear to 





versus the purchaser, 
is distributed across 
the overall 
ise has to do with 
true costs of 
can be attr 
in the land-use 
process. s the 
zed is ly 
costs would be of utility 
of the Act. 
In summary, the following conclusions been 
reached: 
o Document preparation costs are a major element 
of total cost. They can be reduced by el EIRs 
and negative delcarations on projects for wh 
utility in providing a detailed eva 
no 
ts, and 
by reducing the depth of analysis where deta 




o To the extent that public agenc s can create 
''environmentally cleared" backlogs of public projects, 
foregone opportunity and inflation effects will be reduced. 
This conclusion also applies to private projects except the 
opportunities for creating such a backlog are 1 
o Delay costs following the Friends of Mammoth 
decision were significantly higher than at present. s was 
due partly to confusion and partly to processing backlogs 
local jurisdictions. It also prompts a word of caution: For 
those jurisdictions that prepare the dra EIR on pr 
projects for the applicant, a sharp se development 
activity may create processing backlogs and consequent 
that will have significant cost impacts. Contingency plans 
can and should be made. 
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a consultant. This 
is also to 
and s as to 
1 be ult 






to which other approval 
the of 
and the back the 
c 
de 
ects for which 
of the EIR 
s also possible to 
pr 
has been virtual 




in the same jurisdict f 0 s the 
by process terms of i 
theoretically possible rather than that wa 
occurring. In this same juri was found 
other factors (hearing continuances, backlog 
for building permits, re for correc 
final map approval, confus 
delaying tactics by special interest groups 
occurred one way or the other ragardless of 
Commission, etc.) were responsible for 
construction much more than CEQA. In this 
have 
, the Coastal 
start of 
jurisdiction CEQA had become the whipping boy for a col 
of planning, pol , and workload factors 
taneously impacted the permit issuance 
and 1973. 




publ controversy, is a tendency to de com-
pletion of the EIR so as to thoroughly cover every poss 
point. While this may be justified in tances, 
are also instances in which further analysis or debate over 
the adequacy of the EIR occurs order to po the po 
in time at which a ''political" decision has to be made. In 









sted a more detailed expos 
s made in arr at the co 
sult Volume III f the 
